Utah v. Brent Ziegleman : Unknown by Utah Court of Appeals
Brigham Young University Law School
BYU Law Digital Commons
Utah Court of Appeals Briefs
1992
Utah v. Brent Ziegleman : Unknown
Utah Court of Appeals
Follow this and additional works at: https://digitalcommons.law.byu.edu/byu_ca1
Part of the Law Commons
Original Brief Submitted to the Utah Court of Appeals; digitized by the Howard W. Hunter Law
Library, J. Reuben Clark Law School, Brigham Young University, Provo, Utah; machine-generated
OCR, may contain errors.
Unknown.
Unknown.
This Legal Brief is brought to you for free and open access by BYU Law Digital Commons. It has been accepted for inclusion in Utah Court of Appeals
Briefs by an authorized administrator of BYU Law Digital Commons. Policies regarding these Utah briefs are available at
http://digitalcommons.law.byu.edu/utah_court_briefs/policies.html. Please contact the Repository Manager at hunterlawlibrary@byu.edu with
questions or feedback.
Recommended Citation
Legal Brief, Utah v. Brent Ziegleman, No. 920344 (Utah Court of Appeals, 1992).
https://digitalcommons.law.byu.edu/byu_ca1/4293
MOGULLOUGH, J O N E S & IVINS 
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS AT LAW 
930 SOUTH STATE STREET 
SUITE 10 
OREM. UTAH 84058 
W. ANDREW MCGULLOUGH* 
PHILIP G. J O N E S 
RANDY M. LISH 
LAURIE L. GILLIAM 
OF COUNSEL: 
L . R E I D IVINS July 8, 1993 
Ms. Mary T. Noonan 
Clerk of the Utah Court of Appeals 
230 South 500 East, Suite 400 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84102 
*ALSO ADMITTED IN NEW YORK 
T E L E P H O N E : (son 224-2119 
S L C T E L E P H O N E : <son 328-2688 
FILED 
JUL - 9 1993 
COURT OF APPEALS 
RE: State v Brent Ziegleman, Case No, 920344-CA 
Dear Ms. Noonan: 
This letter is written pursuant to Rule 24(j) of the Utah 
Rules of Appellate Procedure. The above-referenced case has been 
orally argued, and is currently under advisement. The State has 
argued that the case of State v. Thurman (previously cited by 
Appellee) makes it harder to suppress evidence that is seized after 
improper police conduct. 
This is to bring to the court's attention the case of State v. 
Hubbard, 215 Utah Adv. Rep. 63 (Utah App. 1993). In that case, the 
Court found that there was no reasonable suspicion to stop a 
defendant where a search later turned up a controlled substance. 
The Court summarily suppressed the evidence, based upon that lack 
of reasonable suspicion, without even discussing whether the search 
itself was subject to a valid consent. 
Appellant contends tha^ t that is the same situation in his 
pending case; and he believes that he is entitled to the same 
outcome. 
Sincerely yours, 
WAM/dao 
W. Andrew McCullough / 
cc: Todd A. Utzinger 
Brent Ziegleman 
